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SPECIFIC COMMENTS

L

Section 9.1, p. 9-1, paras. 1 & 2: The first seateacc in each of these two paragraphs present
somewhat inconsistént objectives and goals for the EE. Pleasc review.

Scction 9.1. p. 9-1, para. 1: Define "environment” in the first sentence. Add “impacts” to
"addressing risks to the ... "

Section 9.1.1, p. 9-2, para. 1: The "coordinated approach with OUs 1 & 2" is not cvident or
elaborated cn later in the EEWP.

Scetion 9.1.1. p. 9-2, para. 3: The Task 1 efforts should have already been accomplished as
part of the RI scoping.

The first scntence in this paragraph indicates that DOE regards the EE efforts as outside the
scopc of the OUS5 RFLRI cforts. This is not correct.

The Data Quéiity Objectives cannot be defined in Task 1 because the data aesds have not
yet been identiPed.
)

Section 9.1.1, p.:9-2. para. 4: The majority of this work shouid have already been conducted
as part of the RI scoping. Much of what is included under Task 2 is generally considercd part
of the conceptual model development. We suggest combining Tasks 1 with all or part of Task
2, since thev are obviously rclated.

The use of the term "prclimiﬂ?@ risk assessment” is very questionable. What is being called
"preliminary risk assessment” is) really “conceptual model development.® We quesuon the
loose use of the term "preliminaty risk assessment” and suggest the term not be used, at least
in this context. For example, a risk assessment is not generally used to identify contaminants
of concern.

Section 9.1.1, p. 9-4. para. 1: Describe the types of "quantitative data on community
compesition in terrestrial and aquatic habitas” 10 be developed from the ccological field
SUTVEYS.

The “updat(ing) knowledge of site conditions” should really be "updating the conceptuai
model.”

Section 9.1.1. p. 9-4, para. Z: Itywould appear that some lcvel of toxicity assessment needs
to be conducted tefore contaminants of concern can be identified. This paragraph indicates
that the contaminants of concern arc identified beforc a toxicity assessment is conducted. Is
this all consistent?

Section 9.1.1. p. 9-%, para. 3: The "ecological ficld investigation” in the first sentence should
be "ecological field survey.”

Section 8.1.1. p. 9. para. 4: It is unclear why “characterization of the risk or threat of OUS
contaminants to recaptor populations and habitats” is being addressed at this stage of the
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assessment. It does not appear data are adequate at this stage to characterize risks. Why not
wait until the ead of the Phasc I process.

Section 9.1.2, p. 9-6, para. 2: The indications are that all potential contaminants of concern
to the EE arc included in Tables 2-5 and 2-6. Is this true? If not. how will the EE-specific
contaminant data needs be incorporated into the Phasc I RI abiotic sampling program?

Section 9.1.2.1. p. 9-6, para. 3: The relevance of the information in the fourth sentence in
this paragraph is not clear.

Provide more detail on the Talmage and Walton (1990) study.
Section 9.1.2, p. 9-7, Table 9-1: Provide sources for thesc data.

Section 9.1.2.1, p. 9-8. para. 2: The statement 10 the effect that AWQC "were cstablished to
be protective of all aquatic life forms” is not precisely correct. Please check to make surc the
definition is correct.

*

Section 9.1.2.1, p. 9-8, para. 3: The phrase "detected at elevated levels” in the third seatcace
is not equivalent 10 "levels above Federal surface water quality standards." Conceztrations
can be at elevatcd levels and not above Federal standards. Plcase review this for consistency
and accuracy.

Section 9.1.2.1, p. 9-9, Table 9-2: Provide sources for the data in this table.
Section 9.1.2.2. p. 9-12, para. 1: The statement in the second scntence (beginning with "The
same is true . . . ) is not truc fo(:biota_

Section 9.1.2.2, p. 9-12. para. 2: The last seatcnce in this paragraph (beginning with "Based
on the following . . . ") has substantial implications for the QU35 EE. Please discuss.

Section 9.1.2.2, p. 9-12, para. 3: The references cited in this section (i.c.. Pendleton ¢t al.
1965 and Hanson et al. 1967) are not in the bibliography.

Section 9.1.2.2. p. 9-13, paras. 3 & 4: The rclevance of the information in these two
paragrapis 1s questionable.

Section 9.1.2.2, p. 9-13. para. 5: The last seatence in this paragraph (beginning with “The
authors also reported . . . *) has Substantial implications for the OUS EE. Pleasc discuss.

Section 9.1.2.2. p. 9-14, paras. 1 & 2: The relevance of the information in thesc two
paragraphs is questionable.

Section 9.1.2.2, p. 9-14, para. 3: The relevance of the statement in the last senteace
(beginning with "One would expect very low . . . ") is not clear. Is RFP being specifically
discussed. If so. where did the data on contaminaat concentrations in environmental media
come from?
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Section 9.1.3.2, p. 9-16, para. 4: What is going to be done with reference to the "candidate
species for federal listing?” This paragraph indicates that there is an undcrlying assumption
that the existing data are acccptable to "writc off” these taxa. Indicate how the EE will

address this issue of candidate taxa’ : ‘

Section 9.2, p. 9-16, para. 6: Cite the relevant portions of thc NCP that support an EE.

Section 9.2.1, p. 9-17, para. 3: DQOs cannot be developed until data gaps are identified (in
Task 2).

Insert the following: ". .. and development of 2 plan for obtaining . .. "
Providc more detail on the process of "obtaining consensus.”

Section 9.2.1. p. 9-17, para. 4: All of these activities should have been conducted as part of
the work plan development.

Section 92.1.1, p. $-17, para. 5: From what can the list of chemicals 1o be evaluated "be
narrowed?” ¢

Should selection criteria be "chemical and species specific?” Please explain.

The one criteria mentioned (likelihood of cxposure) is 3 very strange choice.

Section 9.2.1.1, p. 9-20; pa:@\lz Define the “selectibn process” mentioned in the first
sentence.

The EPA EE manual does not %@pear to provide guidance for the selection of contaminants
cf concern.

Section 9.2.1.2. p. 9-20. para. 2: The first sentence in this paragraph gives one the impression
that key receptor species arc defined exclusively on the basis of sensitivity to particular
contaminants. Is this true? If not, plcase modity.

Section 9.2.1.2. p. 9-21, paras. 3 & 4: This paragraph indicates that there is feedback from
Task 3 to Task 1. The problem appears to be that these two paragraphs arc out of place.
They actually describe Task 3 activitics. and should probably be moved to Section 9.2.3.

Section 9.2.1.2, p. 9-21. para. 3: \The first sentence indicates that the checklist of OUS biota
will be developed in copjunction with the ecological field inveatorv. What about the field
surveys. Wil they not provide information relevant to developing a checklist of OUS biota?

Reference is madc to the “species” in Table 9-5. Many of the taxa in Table 9-3 are not
species.

Section 9.2.1.2. p. 9-21. para. 4: Are "food web apalyses” and “possible tissue sampling” the
only subsequent efforts? What about population densitizs. Cite the tasks and/or documeat
work plan sections where these subscquent efforts are discussed.
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Descno—° the basis for the sample sizc requirements. What is gomg to be donc with th
tissues that will require sample size considerations.

s

Section 9.2.1.2. p. 9-22, Table 9-5: Many of the taxa in Table 9-5 are not specics. Change

"Receptor Species” to "Receptor Taxon.”

Section 92.1.2, p. 9-23, para. 1: Where is the "final selection of contaminants of concern and
kev receptor species” to be conducted? Cite the specific task and work plaa secticr.

Section 9.2.1.3, p. 9-23. entire section: It is not at all clear how these reference areas will be
used In the ecological evaluation. What role do they play. Is DOE talking about making
impact vs. refcrence area comparisons? Pleasc clarify and/or elaborate.

Scction 9.2.1.4, p. 9-23. para. 2: The statement to the cifect that reference areas . . . will
be selected based on measurement endpoints” is not entirely clear. Pleasc claborate.

Section 9.-.1..:. p- 9-23, para. 3: The first sentence in this paragraph does not appear to make
sense.

The sentence beginning with "For OUS, at least one . . . " indicates that comparisons of
impacted areas with a single reference area may be planned. We would strongly cncourage
DOE 10 recopsider this approach, since a single reference area can be hardly considered
represcatative of the pamcular habitat type.
!\ ~

Section 9.2.1.3, p. 9-...). par& 4: Wec strongly question whether reference areas can be
selected based on the data avgjlable for the Task 1 assessment. DOE should assure the
rcader that such a seicction process is defcndable at this stage of the assessment.

Section 9.2.1.4, p. 9-24, para. 1: This section is completely general and very confusing.

Section 9.2.1.5, p. 9-24, para. 3: This section is very inadequate. At this stage of work plan
development, DOE should be able to give generic methods and protocols for the field
sampling design. Without some indication of design protocols. we cannot adcquately review
the field program.

The first sentence in this paragraph is very strange.
Section 9.2.2, p. 9-23, entirc section: Change the name of this section. Delete any references

to a "Preliminary Risk Assessment.” What i is being done here is Conceotual (Risk) Model
Dcvelopment, not a preliminary risk assessment.

Most of these Task 2 efforts should have been conducied as part of the work plaa scoping
and development.

Some of the Task 2 activities should be split out and integrated with Task 1 activities. since
both are part of work plan scoping and development of the conceptual model.
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Section 9.2.2, p. 9-25, para. 1: The second bullet indicates that data on the nature and extent
of contamination will be available for Task 2 activities. Please describe the rclationships
between Task 2 and R activities rclated to abiotic sampling, as well as between Task 2 and
Task 3 sampling activitics. Describe precﬁclv how the data on the pature dnd cxtent of
contamination will be used to design thc Task 3 activities.

Section 9.2.2, p. 9-25, para. 2: In geaeral, discuss the central role of the availability of
information on the naturc and extent of contamination in conducting these integratcd Task
2 & 3 activities.

The first bullet. indicating that existing data will be used to develop 2 preliminary list of
contaminants is not consistent with the second builet of the previous paragraph (which
indicates that data from Phase I efforts on the nature and extent of contamination in abiotic
media will be availablc). If these data are available. why the relianze op historical data?

The second bullet. dealing with initial toxicity testing, also implies that data on the naturc and
extent of contamination will be avajiabic. Please discuss this relationship.

,

With referencé to the third builet, are habitats not idcatified and characterized?

With tc"c'ence to the fourth bullet, what about these plant and animal species will be
characterized?

We suggest combining the fifth bullet with the fourth buller. "General information” is too
nebulous. Be specific about what population characteristics will be studied.

With reference to the sixth b let, as far as we can tell this is the only mention of "gut
content analysis.”

Section 9.2.2.1, p. 9-26. entire section: This literaturc review should have been conducted as
part of the RI work plan scoping and development activities.

The central role of a concegtual mode] in the organization and synthesis cf distorical data and
identification of data gaps for Task 3 characterization should be recognized and discussed.

Section 9.2.2.2. p. 9-26. eatirc section: This literaturc review should have been conducted as
part of the RI work plan scoping and development activities.

The central role of a conceptual model in the development of the site characterization should
be recognized and discussed. Thc conceprual model would ensure that the site
characterization discussion emphasizes those componceats that influence contaminant fate and
transport.

Section 9.2.2.2. p. 9-27, para. 3: What “current environmental studies” are being discusscd
herein.

Section 9.2.3, p. 9-27. entire section: In the discussions of air quality, soils. surfacc water and
sedimexnts, and groundwater (i.c.. Sections 9.2.3.1 - 9.2.3.4) please reference the sections of
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the R1 Work Plan where these cfforts arc discussed in greater detail. If not. then these
sections should be rewritten to inciude more detail.

Section 9.2.3.2, p- 9-28, para. 3: The purpose of the Phase I RFI/RI of previding darta ”
. for confirming the presence or absence of contamination” is inadequate.

Section 9.2.3.2. p. 9-28, para. 4: This paragraph is a conceptual model discussion that should
have been presented earlier.

Section 9.25.2, pp. 9-28 & 9-29, para. 5: The first scntence in this parazravh is strange. Why
has this not already beza done. Does DOE mean to say that the methods given in this work
plan may not be adequate? Does DOE mean to say that the sampling plan for abiotic media
characterizaticn might be modificd to take into account ecological evaluation needs? Will
the data from the abiotic media characterization be availabie to locate EE sampling stations?
Say exactly what you mean herc.

Secton 9.2.3.2. p. 9-29, para. 2: Why were the results in the Final Phasc III OU1 RFLRI
Work Plan and Draft Final OU2 RFL/RI Work Plan not evaluated as part of the development
of this Phase [ RH/’RI Work Plan?

Section 923.5. p 9-29, entire section: For the following subsections, the activities 10 be
included in the ‘qualitative "ficld surveys” have not differsatiated from those collected in the
quantitative "ecological inventory.”

For each subsection. dzscuss -what will be done with the data? Why is each data type
collected? How will it be used in impact or risk assessment?

Section 9.2.3.5. p. 9-30. para. 1:§"'Etplain how the “structure of the biological communities”
can help “identify poteatial contaminant pathways.

Section 9.2.3.5. p. 9-30, para. 2: Explain how these station locations for these oxicity tcsts
will be selected. Discuss the role of information on the naturc and extexnt of contamination
will be used in this selection process.

Section 9.2.3.5, p. 9-31, para. 3: What paramcters will be measured for the beathic
community?

Section 9.2.3.5, p. 9-31, para. 4: What will be done for the fish? This paragraph provides nc
useful information whatsoever. \

Section 9.2.4, p. 9-32. catire section: Start this discussion with a summary of the information
that is available at the initiation of Tasks 4-7. The relationship of Tasks 4-7 to the
data/information collcction activities is not entirely clcar.

Does the "whittling down™ of the list of contaminants of concern occur during Tasks 4-7 ?If
so. please discuss in the appropriate sections.

Sectica 9.2.4, p. 9-32, para. 4 Tke information in the sccond sentence of this paragragn
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rcgarding the integration of thc program design with other cngeing RFLRI studies is very

important, particularly as rclated to the OUS Phase [ abiotic media characzemanon Please
elaberate.

Section 9.2.6.1, p. 9-33. catire section: This is a conceptual modeling exercise. Please discuss.

Section 9.2.6.1, p. 9-34, para. 1: Describe the modeling efforts mentioned in the second
sentence in this paragraph.

Section 9.2.6.2, p. 9-34, para. 3: Is this the first usc of the Phase I abiotic contamination
characterization data? Explain how data on the nature and extent of contamination will be
used to identify exposure points.

Section 9.2.6.2, pp. 9-34 & 9-35, para. 4: Explain why transport and fate modeling might be
nesded. Bc more specific as to the modcls to be utiiized. Unless the potential models are

sclected early in the process. there is a risk that data needed to parameterize the modei will
not be collected.

It is not nccesSary under the NCP to conduct a "worst case” assessment.

Secdon 9...6.:, . 9-33. entire section: This section represents a major departure from the
standard "quotient method" of ecological risk assessment. As such, it is very important that
the methodologies for this work be presented in detail

Section 9.2.63, p. 9-35, para. 1: What slte~spe~xﬁc analytic data” will be used in the
estimation of chemical intake? Are concentrations of contaminants in abjotic media the only
site-specific data of concera hcic

Section 9.2.7, p. 9-35. para. 3: The first seateace needs some clarification. pdrt.cularlv with
reference to the two mentions of "exposure.” Why is ecological data collected in Task 3 not
considercd in this assessment?

Section 9.2.7. p. 9-35. para. 4 This paragraph is critical, because it appears to discuss the
impact assessment methodology. Describe in detail the methodology for impact asscssmert.
What endpoints wiil be utilized? What hypotheses will be tested? Where will these data be

taken from? Discuss the implications of the “qualitative nature” of this characterization of
adversc effects. »

Why go to all this cffort beyondithe quotient method if impacts cannot be quantified?
Section 9.2.8. p. 9-36. entire scction:  This section is very general and quite incomplete.

Section 9.2.9. p. 9-36. para. 3: Explain the circumstances under which additional
ecotoxicological studics might be needed. Discuss the selection of stations for this sampling
effort.

Section 9.2.9, pp. 9-36 & 9-37, para. 4: Descsibe the tvpes of quantitative data which could
be provided in these ccotoxdcaiogical :.tudxes
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The builet specific criteria are excellent. and will go a long way to determining the feasibility
of the assessment. Now, good luck in finding responses that fit these criteria. Also, please
address. the multiple contaminant problcm. : :

In the fifth bullet, "power” is 1 minus the Type II error, and the usc of both in the sentence
introduces redundancy. We suggest changing the "Type II error” to Type I error.” Under
certain null hypotheses, the Type I error could be the more important.

Section 9.2.9, p. 9-37, para. 1: Where in OUS are these samples to be collected. Discuss the
rationale underlying the sample station selection process that will be emploved in Task 9.
Discuss the relationship of these station locations to the nature and extent of contamination.
Discuss the technical objectives of the sampling effort. What rclationships does DOE hope
to make in this assessment. How will these efforts provide data useful to risk assessment or
impact characterization. ‘

Section 9.2.9, p. 9-38, para. 1: The bullet items identifying data-related protocols to be
employed in rcfining the field sampling plan are good. This field sampling plan should be a
deliverable, and should be reviewcd and approved prior to implcmentation of the Task 9
sampling program.

Section 9.2.10. p. 9-38, para. 2: It is not clear how the tissue analysis will be used to assess
impacts. This should be made obvious to the reader. Please discuss in detail. If the means
is through the pathway model, plcase explain in some detail.

The suitability criteria given in the last sentence a different than those presented earlier for
"key receptors.” Plcase clarify. le DOE refcrring only to key receptors in this sentcnec?

Section 9.2.10. p. 9-38, para. 3: Discuss these samples for environmental media in greatcs
detail. Under what conditions would these samples be collected? Is this discussion related
to the Task 3 tissue collections? What strategy is to be employed as far as establishing cose-
response relationships from these fieid data?

With regard to the last sentence, state plainly how the pathways modcl will be used to assess
potential impacts.

Section 9.2.10, p. 9-38, para. 4: Discuss the design of these staristical tests in some detail.
Reference to DQO:s is not satisfactory.
\

Section 9.2.10. pp. 9-38 & 9-39, para. 5: The last sentence in the paragraph indicates that
DOE will be very cautious in the selection of biological responses and the implementation
of the impact characterization methodology. This approach is 10 be applauded. Please
discuss where the data 10 evaluate these quantitative considerations will be derived. We
presume most of these data come from the Task 3 ecological inveatory efforts: however, the
quantitative aspects of the Task 3 efforts were not adcquately described, and the situation is
not clear. Please discuss.

Section 9.2.11. p. 9-39, para. 1: The statement that all relevant data will be " . . . integrated
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and evaluaicd in the characterization of potcntial environmental impacts” is not adcquatc.
The key is how this charactcrization effort will be carried out. This methodology for risk
assessmeat and impact characterization has not becn adequately expressed in this work plan.
Perhaps, as part of Task 9, therc could be a subsection on "Impact Characterization.” That
way, there would bc something to say with rcgard to the seventh bullet topic in this
paragraph.

Section 9.2.11. p. 9-39. para. 3, and p. 9-43, para. 1: This section (titled "Remediation
Criteria”) scems to arrive unannounced. The use of the "validated" pathway trophic model
for establishing remediation critcria has not been properly introduced. DOE should explain
why this work is being conducted. What is the value of establishing remediation critcria to
this environmental evaluation? Can this model actually be used to assess impacts?

Discuss the mcthodclogy for establishing ecological effects criteria (shown in Figure 9-2) in
greater detail and with more clanity. Discuss the adequacy of the exsting goncolouy data
base.

Section 9.2.117p. 9-39, para. 3: Some of the discussion in this paragraph is confusing,
particulariy the sentence beginning with "The "no effects” criteria leveis . .. * How does the
methodology take into account exposure to multiple contaminants? Discuss the feasibility of
this mezhodology in light of the existing toxicology data base and the prospects for collu:uno
enough tssues for chemical analyses.

Discuss how dctermination of these criteria for OUS will be coordinated with other REFI/RI
studies and EEs. x\ N

Section 9.2.11, p. 9-43. para. ¥ Discuss how the acceptable criteda will be uscd in
conjunction with ARARs to evaluate potential adverse effects. Discuss the assessment of
exposure 10 mixtures of contaminants.

Section 9.3. p. 9-43, para. 3: Discuss the role of information on the nature and exteat of
contamination (and particularly the rcsults of the Phase I sampling of abiotic media
contamination) in the design of the field sampling plan. Provide the general rationale
underlying the selcction of sampling stations.

Section 9.3, p. 9-44. para. 1: The SOPs identified by the first two bullets should be reviewed
in detail before this sampling plan receives final approval.

Section 9.3.1. o. 9-44. para. 3: Déscribe the types of quantitative data to be collected during
this sampling effort.

With refcrence to objective \'o should a crterion not be sensitivity 10 the contaminants
of concern? We believe this and other critcria were given earlier in this chapter.

Objective No. 4 appears 10 be very important in that it invoives ap appraisal of the value of
the collected data for quantitative assessment. The process of "determining objectives,

measurement endpeints and methodoiogies for Task 9 fisidAaboratorv contamination studies”
should be discusscd in derail.
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Section 9.3.1. p. 945, para. 2: This discussion of statistical tests is much too general. If
sampling stations can be idcatified at this stage of the assessment, there must be a rationale
underlving their selcetion. If there is a rationale. there arc specific hvpotheses to test. DOE
should do-a better job at explaining potential approaches to quantitative impact assessment.

DOE should also stress the use of thesc quantitative data to establish samples sizes for
acceptable levels of uncertainty.

Section 9.3.2. p. 9-45. entire section: Discuss the use of information on the pature and extent
of contamination of abiotic media on the sclection of sampling stations. It appears from this
discussion that very little of this typc of information will be available for at least the first
ecological inventory and toxicity testing efforts (May-June period).

For all subsecrions which follow (i.e.. Sections 9.3.2.1 to 9.3.2.5), discuss the geacrat rationale
for the location of sampling stations.

Section 932.1, p. 946, para. 3: Why was this Univ. of Colorado vegctation map not
discusscd earlier, and uscd to design the Task 3 ecological inventory?

Section 9.3.2.1; p. 946, para. 4: This discussion of wransccts is a little confusing, and would
be greatly enhanced by the use of a figure showing the orientation of the transecis and their
relationship to sampling stations of abiotic media.

Define the criteria for detcrmining an "adequate number” or "adequate sample sizc,” and how
this will be implemcated in the field. Is adequacy bascd on a species-area type relationship,
or does adequate refer 10 an acceptable variability of a population parameter (e.g.. dcasity)
Of community measurc (speciesgdive:'sity)? Please explain.

Section 9.33, p. 9-50. para. 1: The first senteacc indicates that rcference areas will be
established only for tissue analysis studies. What atout other parameters. such as specics
diversity, population densitics. productivity, ¢tc?

Statements 10 the effect that selection of " . . . reference arcas may be based cn criteria
developed in the Task 1 preliminary planning process .. . " is very confusing. Why is thers
uncertainty here?

We are concerned that reference areas can be identified based on the qualitative field surveys
of Task 3. Was this the plan?

Section 9.3.4.2. p. 9-51, para. 3: Is 10 metcrs the entire length of the rranscet? If not,
different lengths on the same transect should not be considered individual samples as they arc
not selccted independently of each other.

Is "total herbaceous cover/total fresh weight biomass” a ratio of two parametcss or dees DOE
mean two separate parametess (i.c., total herbaccous cover and total fresh weight biomass).
If the former, cite a refereace for the use of tkis ratio.
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Describe how Type I and II errors are controlled through the use of this sample size tormula.

Section 9.3.4.2. p. 9-61, para, 4: Discuss how thesc (mainly) qualitatve data on terrestrial
wildlife and invertebratcs will be of use in impact assessment. Be specific.

Section 9.3.4.2, pp. 9-62 & 9-63, para. 1: This "quantitative information” appears to be mainly
qualitative, at least as far as populations are concerned. Discuss how these (mainly)
qualitative data will be used in impact asscssment.

Secton 93.4.3, p. 9-63. para. 1: Delete the reference to “selected locations along Woman
Creek” ctc. This was discussed in Section 9.3.2.2.

Is aigal density on 2 per species basis? If so, add qualifier "of each taxon.”
How many replicate samples will be coliccted at each station?
Section 9.3.4.4, p. 9-64, para. 1: Why were 3 replicatcs selected?

With regard to the first bullet, how is the fact that taxa will be identified only to genus
counsistent with doing specics-specific toxicity evaluation. In Table 9-5 there was misuse of
the term "receptor species.” All of the taxa listed for the macroinvertebrates on this table
were families or higher taxa groupings. None werc species or genera. Is all this consistent?

Section 9.3.4.4, p. 9-64, para. 2: If the taxonomic dctermination is only t0 geaus. how can you
calculate species diversity. DQE probably mcans taxa diversity. DOE ought t@ egsure that
a consistant level of taxonomic identification and counting is employed throughout the study
at all stations for each major tafa group.

References to "pollution-tolerant and pollution-sensitive taxa" seem guestionablc. By
polludon, does DOE mean such things as eutrophication? If so, thesc categories may not o¢
particulariv relevant to this assessmeat.

Section 9.3.4.5. p. 9-64, paras. 3 & 4: This effort includes on gut contcnt analysis. Is this
consistent with statements made earlier in Scction 9?

The data described herein appcar to be basically worthless for impact assessment. Explam
how these data will be used to characterize impacts.

Scction 9.3.6, p. 9-55, para. 2: Discuss the implications of these tissue sample requiremcats.
The clear indication is that these analyscs will be conductcd on a species-specific basis. It has
already been shown in Section 9.3.4.4 that species of benthos will not be identificd. We find
it unlikcly that adequatc sized tissue samples can be acquired for periphyton and benthos
"species.” Yet acquisition of species-specific tissue samples is required for implemeatation of
the criteria development activities. Perhaps DOE should copsider grouping taxa into trephic
groups for tissue analysis. By pooling the biological material on the basis of trophic grouping,

enough bicmass may be obtained for tissue analysis.

Discuss the possible aced for analysis of tissue for organic contaminants.
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What is the differcnce in "macrobenthos” and "benthos?”

Section 9.4, pp. 9-55 & 9-56, para. 6: According to Figure 9-4, Task 100 scoping activitics will
take two months to complete, while Task 200 activities will require up to four months 10
complete. Ecological field surveys will not be initiated until Month 3. Given it is now mid
April, it is unlikely that any ficld activities would begin before July 1st. The May-June period
for ecological inventory sampling and toxicity testing does not seem realistic, given the need
to complete the scoping activities before field sampling can be initiatcd.



